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Abstract: Residents’ participation has become a topical issue in housing design 
research. Residents' participation is necessary in order to enhance the level of 
residential satisfaction. There are factors, which determine the level of 
residents' participation in the design of their houses. This paper reports on a 
doctoral research study that examined the factors that predict the level of 
residents' participation in house design in Akure, Nigeria. A cross sectional 
survey of 304 household heads in the transitional and peripheral zones of the 
city was conducted. Data were collected through structured questionnaire 
surveys, focus group discussions and observations. The data were subjected to 
Single-Factor Descriptive Analysis and Categorical Regression Analysis. 
Findings show that the significant predictors were marital status, age, 
employment status, level of education, tenure status, source of finance, and 
level of affordability. Gender and monthly income were, however, not 
significant predictors in this context in contrast with some previous works. The 
paper recommended adoption of residents' participation by architects and 
policy makers in order to achieve residential satisfaction. It concludes by 
showing that knowledge about the influence of such factors would assist in the 
development of strategies for residents' participation in house design in the 
study area.  
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1. Introduction  
Housing is a basic need of man, the 
inadequacy which undermines his 
inherent abilities of and potentialities o 
man since his existence under threat 
(Olotuah, 2000). Man needs to live in 
an environment that provides him with 
physical, mental, and social wellbeing 
(Omole, 2001). In order for this to 
happen, such environments should be 
designed according to his unique 
lifestyles and behaviours; which could 
be achieved through his involvement in 
the housing process. Human needs and 
preferences are influenced by several 
factors. Every society has an identity, 
and the cultural ideals of the people 
make up this identity (Adedayo, 2010). 
As argued by Rapoport (1969), 
architecture and culture depend on each 
other and are inseparable. In the light of 
this, Hadjiyanni (2007) called for 
development of culturally sensitive 
housing. Therefore, researchers should 
fashion methods that allows users’ 
active participation in the housing 
process (Isa and Jusan, 2012).  
 
Resident users must not only be part of 
the housing process, but also the centre 
of it, showing some level of control 
during the decision-making process 
(Martinez et al, 2007). Every decision 
about their residential environment will 
have an impact on the residents' lives 
hence their views should count 
throughout the process, because, they 
are experts in defining their own needs. 
However, the level of residents' 
participation may vary depending on 
the kind of project involved. In 
developing countries like Nigeria, 
residents are usually not involved in 
housing decisions because it is viewed 
as solely the responsibility of experts 
(Adedayo, 2012). Jiboye (2012) 
supported this by stating that, in 
developing countries like Nigeria, most 
of the public and private housing 
projects failed largely due to the non-
consideration of the occupants’ 
requirement or what satisfies their 
residential requirements and the 
resulting low residential satisfaction 
(Ibem, 2010; Jiboye 2004; Ojo and 
Oloruntoba, 2012; Ukoha and Beamish, 
1997). Several scholars have 
highlighted the potentials of residents' 
participation in housing development. 
As averred by Carroll and Rosson 
(2007), residents’ participation in 
housing have been found to lead to a 
high level of satisfaction with the 
product. For a living environment to be 
meaningful to people, residents' 
involvement in planning, design, 
construction, evaluation and 
management has become unavoidable 
(Sani, Ulucay and Ulucay, 2011). This 
should be the goal of housing policies 
especially in developing countries like 
Nigeria.  
 
Furthermore, Sanoff (2000) stated that 
when people have no control over the 
housing process, the result of the 
process might become a barrier to 
achieving personal fulfilment and a 
burden on the economy. This is usually 
a burden on the economy because of 
abandonment of several government-
initiated housing programmes in 
Nigeria, which did not meet the 
requirements of its target groups 
(Olayiwola, Adeleye and Ogunshakin, 
2005). In addition, Jiboye (2010) 
argued that since housing is without 
doubt an important national investment 
and a right of every individual, the 
ultimate aim of any housing programme 
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should be to improve its adequacy in 
order to satisfy the needs of its 
occupants. Since the 1920s during the 
colonial era, Nigeria has come up with 
several housing policies (Aribigbola, 
2011a). The housing policies have 
focused on solving the quantitative 
(housing deficit) problems, while 
neglecting the qualitative aspects (Jelili, 
Adedibu and Ayinla, 2006; Olotuah, 
2007). Therefore, the implementation of 
these policies and programmes did not 
involve the residents (Olotuah, 2007; 
Olayiwola, Adeleye and Ogunshakin, 
2005). This is a manifestation of the 
centrally managed, expert-controlled 
and paternalistic approach to housing, 
which requires a paradigm shift in 
emphasis towards placing the 
stakeholders at the centre of the housing 
process (UNDP, 1997; Faniran and 
Adeboyejo, 2004). This could be 
achieved through residents' 
participation.  
 
In reality, participation needs to 
transform architectural planning from 
an authoritarian act, which it has been 
over the years, into a process (De Carlo, 
2005). This process begins with the 
discovery of users’ exact needs, 
understanding and interpreting them 
through design, before entering the 
phase of use (De Carlo, 2005). In order 
to enable transformative participation, 
architectural knowledge ought not to be 
applied as an abstraction from the 
outside, but developed from within the 
context of the given situation (Till, 
2005). The housing process should not 
keep the occupants in a passive role but 
in the active. Participation should not be 
understood as a static process but as one 
that is evolving and progressive; that 
constructs itself reasonably (Petrescu, 
2005). This is very important in 
planning for resident's participation in 
house design.  
 
Thus, in developing and implementing 
strategies for residents' participation in 
house design processes, it is expedient 
to identify the factors that influence 
them. Although several research studies 
(Bremer and Bhuiyan, 2014; Chengcai, 
Linsheng and Shengkui, 2012; Elsinga 
and Hoekstra, 2005; Leung, 2005; 
Markovich, 2015; Plummer, 2000; Yau, 
2011) have evaluated factors that 
influence participation in housing 
development, management, and 
services especially in developed 
countries, little or no empirical work 
has been done in less developed 
countries such as Nigeria. It should not 
be assumed that the findings from these 
developed countries are generalizable to 
less developed countries like Nigeria; 
since their states of affairs are not 
identical. This is due to cultural 
differences between Nigeria and other 
developed countries. In addition, 
Adedayo (2012) averred that it is 
widely known and accepted that no two 
communities are the same. Likewise, no 
two countries are the same. Therefore, 
it is necessary to conduct similar 
research in less developed countries like 
Nigeria. The aim of this study is to 
highlight the significant contributing 
factors that determine the extent of 
residents' involvement in house design 
in the residential neighbourhoods of 
Akure, Nigeria.  
 
2. Overview of Socio-economic 
Factors that Influences Residents' 
Participation in House Design  
Residents’ participation in house design 
is considered very important due to its 
potential to enhance residential 
satisfaction. Nevertheless, several 
factors can predict the level of 
participation in house design. These 
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factors could be diverse in nature, but 
the most common ones used in research 
are socioeconomic and demographic. 
Hence, Churchman (1987) observed 
that socioeconomic status has been the 
most common characteristic considered 
to be of interest to determine 
participants in housing development.  
 
Several researchers have identified 
socioeconomic and demographic factors 
that have influenced participation in 
several fields. Yau (2011) identified 
age, gender, educational level, tenure 
status and household income as factors 
that influence participation in housing 
management. Bremer and Bhuiyan 
(2014) submitted that tenure status and 
income level influences residents' 
participation in community-led 
infrastructure development. 
Furthermore, Plummer (2000) 
identified factors affecting participation 
to include employment status and 
education. Most of these studies 
considered socioeconomic and 
demographic variables in their study of 
participation in several spheres, and it 
would be fitting to identify which of 
them applies to participation in house 
design. However, in this study, marital 
status, level of affordability, and 
sources of finance are considered along 
with these socioeconomic and 
demographic variables due to their 
potential to influence participation in 
house design. Marital status was used in 
this study because Ibem and Amole 
(2013) found that it influences 
satisfaction. Moreover, participation has 
been found to have a relationship with 
satisfaction (Carrol and Rosson, 2007). 
Housing finance is also a very 
important consideration in housing, that 
Tao, Wong and Hui (2014) considered 
it in their study of residential 
satisfaction. In addition, Sharipah (n.d.) 
established a link between level of 
affordability and the planning and 
design of housing. Also, it is necessary 
to determine whether the findings from 
developed countries in this area of 
research could be applicable to less 
developed countries such as Nigeria.  
 
The key issue about this study is that, in 
order to appropriately design for 
residents' participation in house design, 
there is a need to understand the factors 
that could support or inhibit their 
involvement in the process. These 
factors could be socioeconomic or 
demographic in nature, amongst other 
factors. It is through the understanding 
of these influences that developing 
countries like Nigeria can identify 
aspects of utmost consideration in 
planning for residents' participation in 
house design.  
 
3. The Study Area  
Akure is the capital city of Ondo State 
in South-Western Nigeria. It is a 
medium sized city with population of 
360, 268 people according to the 2006 
National Population and Housing 
Census (FRN Gazette, 2009). Using 3% 
yearly increase, the population of the 
city for 2016 will be 484, 170 people. 
With the population increase, it is 
expected that the challenges of access 
to affordable and conducive housing 
due to pressure on existing housing 
stock will also increase. Akure is 
located about 311km North East of 
Lagos, about 370m above sea level. 
Additionally, the state has been 
classified as an oil producing state 
while Akure has been classified as a 
Millennium Development City 
(Aribigbola, 2011b). All these factors 
contribute to influence population 
growth of the city.  
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4. Conceptual Framework of the 
Study  
The study conceptualized levels of 
residents' participation in house design 
as influenced by socioeconomic and 
demographic characteristics of the 
residents. Levels of residents' 
participation in house design was 
construed as the dependent variable 
while the socioeconomic and 
demographic variables were the 
independent variables. The study 
hypothesize that the socioeconomic and 
demographic variables will influence 
the levels of residents' participation in 
house design. The dependent variable, 
levels of residents' participation in 
housing design, was construed as 
multifaceted: as self-management, 
conspiracy, informing, 
diplomacy/dissimulation, conciliation, 
partnership, and empowerment. This is 
because the levels of participation for 
this research was an adaptation of 
Choguill (1996). Participation should 
influence residential satisfaction, 
though it is beyond the scope of this 
study.  
 
5. Methodology  
This study relied on primary data 
collected through a structured 
questionnaire survey, focus group 
discussions (FGD) and observations. 
The structure of the questionnaire is 
according to the themes of the study in 
order to make the sequence of questions 
easy to follow, thus easy to read for the 
respondent. The themes of the study are 
socioeconomic and demographic 
characteristics of respondents, and the 
levels of residents' participation in 
house design. Since the questionnaire is 
standardized, it ensured that 
respondents answered similar questions. 
The first section relates to the first 
theme and is about socioeconomic and 
demographic characteristics of the 
respondents, while the second section is 
about levels of residents' participation 
in house design. For the FGD, the 
respondents were asked questions that 
relate to residents' participation in 
house design.  
 
The socio-economic and demographic 
variables were defined as shown in 
table 1, and the respondents were asked 
to select from the options provided. The 
levels of participation as defined by 
Choguill (1996) were adapted to this 
study. The adapted levels in ascending 
order include self-management (1: 
lowest), conspiracy (2), informing (3), 
diplomacy/dissimulation (4), 
conciliation (5), partnership (6), and 
empowerment (7: highest). The above 
denote how the levels of participation in 
several attributes of house design for 
this study are defined. In Choguill 
(1996), diplomacy and dissimulation 
are two different levels. However, for 
this research, they were used as one 
single level because of their similarities, 
in which case the residents are made to 
believe that they influence decisions, 
which had been made by others. 
Choguill (1996) explains the levels as 
follows: self-management occurs when 
the residents plan and control their 
housing by themselves without any 
support from outside. Conspiracy 
occurs when residents are not 
considered or allowed to participate in 
the formal decisionmaking process. 
Informing occurs when information 
flows only from to planners to the 
residents, and the residents are not 
given the opportunity for a feedback. 
Conciliation occurs when the planners 
devise solutions that are eventually 
ratified by the residents. Partnership 
occurs when the residents and the 
planners agree to share decision-making 
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responsibilities. Empowerment occurs 
when the residents enjoy more decision-
making and control powers than the 
planners. The respondents were asked 
to select the option that corresponds 
with their level of participation in the 
different attributes of house design.   
 
The study areas includes the transitional 
and peripheral zones of Akure as 
defined by Owoeye and Omole (2012) 
shown in figure 1. They developed 
these concentric zones through an 
application of the Burgess Theory of 
Concentric Zones to Akure city. Zone 1 
is the core of Akure, which is 
characterized as slum and by 
spontaneous traditional developments 
and has been fully developed for 
several decades. This zone was 
excluded because majority of the 
buildings in these zones are most likely 
to have been inherited, therefore its 
residents are not likely to provide all the 
required information about the design 
of the houses as required in this 
research. Next to this is Zone 2, which 
is the transitional zone, and Zone 3 is 
the peripheral zone, which is farther 
from the core of the city. This study is 
limited to households living within the 
buildings located in the transitional and 
peripheral concentric zones of the city. 
This is because housing developments 
in these zones are more recent and the 
residents are more likely to provide all 
the information required for this 
research. Figure 1 also shows the 
locations of the areas within each of the 
concentric zones that make up the study 
area (represented with large dots).  
 
The Ministry of Housing and Urban 
Development, Akure (MHUD), has 
divided Akure into sixty-six (66) 
residential districts. The map of the 
residential districts was superimposed 
on the map of Owoeye and Omole 
(2012) to arrive at the map in figure 1. 
This study used a sample size of 15% in 
identifying the number of districts that 
were studied, which is higher than the 
percentage (10%) used in a similar 
study by Oyetunji and Ajayi (2014). 
This is above the percentage used in the 
previous study because, the higher the 
percentage, the closer to the distribution 
and the more closely the representation 
of the sample. This translates to two 
districts out of the thirteen in the 
transitional zone, and four districts out 
of the twenty-six in the peripheral zone 
of Akure. Fanibi and Don Bosco 
Districts were randomly selected in the 
transitional zones, while Aule, Ijapo, 
Alagbaka Phase 1 and New Town 
Districts were randomly selected from 
the peripheral zone. These six districts 
make up the study area for this 
research. The districts were randomly 
selected from each concentric zone to 
remove the element of bias from the 
research and to enable the 
generalization of the results upon the 
other similar districts within both zones 
of Akure.  
 
Copies of the questionnaire were 
administered on the transitional and 
peripheral concentric zones of Akure. 
The number of housing units in the 
transitional zone was 1571 buildings, 
while for the peripheral zone was 3878 
buildings, which brings the total to 
5449 buildings. The sample size for the 
study is 359, which was generated with 
Sample Size Calculator; an online 
application for calculating sample size, 
using confidence level of 95%. This 
number of respondents for each of the 
zones was determined according to the 
proportion of their contribution to the 
population size. Simple random 
sampling was used to select the houses 
that were studied and heads of 
     20 
Alexander A. Fakere, et al                                                                                                                 CJRBE  (2017) 5(2) 15-33 
 
households in each house was the basic 
focus of questionnaire administration 
and other research enquiries. This was 
because in Nigeria, heads of households 
(mostly males) play the dominant role, 
and makes most, if not all decisions 
(Ayeni, 2012). So, most of the decisions 
about participation would be made by 
them. The percentage return for the 
questionnaires was 84.7% (304 copies). 
Single-Factor Descriptive Analysis and 
Categorical Regression Analysis were 
used in the analysis for this research.  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1: Road Map of Akure with overlay of the concentric zones showing the study areas  
Source: Ministry of Housing and Urban Development, Akure; Owoeye and Omole, 2012; 
Fakere, Arayela and Folorunso, 2017  
 
Prior to the fieldwork, a pilot survey 
was conducted in the study area. This 
was done to identify possible problems 
that might arise from the questions 
during the field survey and if there are 
any problems with the overall structure 
of the questionnaire. Thus, it was 
carried out to pre-test the research 
instrument and assist with the clarity of 
terms used. Twenty (20) questionnaires 
were used for the pilot testing in the 
study area. These were used to run 
Cronbach's Alpha Reliability Test for 
this study. In order to facilitate meeting 
of respondents, data was collected 
during morning and evening hours as 
well as on weekends, at their homes. 
The outcome was of assistance in 
reframing the questionnaire and other 
research instruments as necessary. 
Cronbach's Alpha test for reliability 
was conducted with the research 
questionnaire for this study. The 
Cronbach's Alpha Test yielded a value 
of 0.872, which means that the sections 
require no revision. This is because, 
according to George and Mallery 
(2003), no revision is required for the 
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questionnaire if the value is 0.7 and 
above. The FGDs were conducted on 
environmental sanitation days in the 
communities when the residents usually 
have their residents' association 
meetings.    
 
6. Results and Discussions  
6.1 Socioeconomic Variables of 
Respondents  
In order to have a better understanding 
of the residents under study, it is 
necessary to present the frequency 
distribution of their characteristics. As 
part of the measures to assess the 
profile of residents, the respondents 
were asked to indicate their gender. 
Table 1 shows the gender distribution 
of the respondents in the study area. 
Generally, in the study area, 66.4% are 
males while 33.6% are females in the 
study area. This shows that generally, 
male household heads are about twice 
as much as the female household heads 
in the study area. For the study, 
respondents were asked to indicate their 
age ranges. Table 1 shows the age range 
of the respondents across the study area. 
7.2% of the respondents are between 18 
and 30 years of age, 32.2% are aged 
between 31-40 years, and 31.2% are 
within the ages of 41 to 50 years. 20% 
of the respondents are within the ages 
of 51-60 years, 6.6% are within the ages 
of 61-70 years and 2.6% are above 70 
years of age. This shows that most of 
the respondents (83.4%) are between 31 
and 60 years of age. It indicates that 
study covered a large population of 
working and active residents, which is 
necessary for active residents' 
participation. For the study, respondents 
were asked to indicate the ranges of 
their monthly income. Table 1 reveals 
that for monthly income of respondents 
in the study area, 23.3% earn below 
N50,000, 31.2% earn between N50,000 
and N99,999, and 20.7% of them earn 
between N100,000 and N149,999. 9.5% 
earn between N150,000 and N199,999, 
19%  earn between N200,000 and 
N249,999, and 8.2% earn N250,000 and 
above. 0.7% of the respondents did not 
indicate their monthly income. Most 
(51.9%) of the respondents earn less 
than N 150,000. This should have 
implications for participation in house 
design because finance is required in 
the design and construction of houses. 
The FGD revealed that most of the 
houses in the study area were private 
developments, and that people 
developed their houses in piecemeal 
due to meagre resources at their 
disposal. For the study, respondents 
were asked to indicate their highest 
level of education. Table 1 shows that 
for respondents' highest level of 
education, 1.3% have no formal 
education, 1.9% have only primary 
education, and 10.9% are educated up 
to secondary school level. 12.2% have 
Ordinary National Diploma (OND), 
National Certificate in Education 
(NCE) or Advanced level education, 
and 39.8% of the respondents have 
Higher National Diploma (HND) or 
Bachelor of Science degree as highest 
education level. Those with 
postgraduate education (Masters degree 
or Postgraduate Diploma, etc.) are 
27.9%, while those that are educated to 
doctorate level are 5.9%. This shows 
that majority of the respondents 
(73.6%) are graduates; therefore the 
level of education in the study area is 
very high.  
For the study, respondents were asked 
to indicate their employment status. 
Table 1 shows that for employment 
status distribution, 1.9% are 
unemployed and 28.2% are self-
employed. 8.2% are employed in the 
private/ corporate sector, 51.6% are 
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civil/ public servants, while 9.9% are 
retired. This shows that majority 
(88.2%) of the respondents in the study 
area are employed in one form or 
another and have a source of income.  
Respondents were asked to indicate 
their tenure status. This is because it has 
the potential to influence their level of 
participation in house design. Table 1 
shows tenure status of respondents in 
the study area, and it reveals that 39.8% 
of them rented their houses privately, 
and 45.7% are owner-occupiers. 0.7% 
of the respondents inherited their 
houses, 5.6% are living in a family 
house, 9.2% are living at their 
employers' quarter, while 1.9% have 
free occupation of their places of abode. 
However, 0.3% did not give any 
response to the question. The majority 
of the respondents (85.5%) either 
owned the houses or rented it. For the 
study, respondents were asked to 
indicate their marital status. Table 1 
shows that for the marital status of 
respondents, a proportion of 11.5% are 
single, 82.6% are married, 4.3% are 
widowed, 0.7% are divorced, and 1% 
are separated. This shows that majority 
of the respondents in the study area are 
married. This should have a positive 
effect on the level of participation in 
house design. This is because people 
would usually seek a conducive living 
environment for their families, which is 
an outcome of marriage (Bonilla and 
Trejos, 2015).  For the study, 
respondents were asked to indicate the 
sources of finance to acquire the house. 
Table 1 reveals that for the respondents' 
source of finance, 70.7% used their 
personal savings, and 1.6% borrowed 
from mortgage institutions. 1.9% of the 
respondents borrowed from commercial 
banks, 12.5% borrowed from 
cooperative societies, and 7.2% sourced 
their finance from housing loans. 1.6% 
borrowed locally from friends or 
relatives, while 3.9% are freely 
occupying the houses. 1.6% of the 
respondents did not indicate their 
sources of finance for the houses. This 
shows that majority of the respondents 
(70.7%) saved up the money to acquire 
the houses they live in. This might be 
because the homeowners constructed 
their houses on piecemeal until 
completion as revealed through the 
FGD.  
 
For the study, respondents were asked 
to indicate their level of affordability of 
the house of their residence. Table 1 
shows the level of house affordability 
of respondents in the study area and it 
reveals that 6.9% of them rated their 
houses as highly unaffordable, 8.9% 
rated it as not affordable, 77.6% rated it 
as affordable, and 6.6% rated it as 
highly affordable. This means that 
generally, the houses are affordable for 
the respondents. This indicates that 
people tend to go for houses that are 
affordable for them irrespective of their 
income level because they have the 
choice. The affordability of the house 
for homeowners is enhanced because 
they make the construction of their own 
houses a long-term project. As 
aforementioned, majority of the housing 
stock in the study area and Nigeria 
generally are private developments. 
This is because several government 
interventions in housing have not been 
able to solve the housing deficit 
problem over the years. In fact, in 2007 
the Federal Housing Authority in 
Nigeria put housing deficit in the 
country at 12 million housing units 
(Akeju, 2007). Six years later, the 
housing deficit problem worsened to 16 
million housing units as estimated by 
World Bank (2013). For this reason, 
citizens have no choice but to seek the 
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means to housing themselves with their 
resources, and that is why the residents 
of the study area stated through the 
FGD that they construct their building 
over a long period in piecemeal
 
 
Table 1: Socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of respondents in the study area  
 
Factors                                                     Frequency (n=304)                         Percentage (%)  
Gender    
Male                                                                  202                                              66.4  
Female                                                               102                                             33.6  
Age                                                                                          
18-30 years                                                       22                                                7.2  
31-40 years                                                       98                                              32.2  
41-50 years                                                       95                                              31.2  
51-60 years                                                       61                                                20  
61-70 years                                                       20                                               6.6  
Above 70 years 8 2.6  
Income    
Below N50,000                                                71                                             23.3  
N50,000- N99-999                                           95                                                            31.2  
N100,000- N149,999                                       63                                                            20.7  
N150,000- N199,999                                 29                                                              9.5  
N200,000- N249,999                                 19                                                              6.2  
N250,000 and above                                  25                                                              8.2  
No response                                                  2                                                              0.7  
Level of Education    
No formal education                                    4                                             1.3  
Primary                                                        6                                                            1.9  
WASC/NECO/O' Level                               33                                                         10.9  
OND/NCE/A' Level                                    37                                                         12.2  
HND/ B. Sc.                                               121                                                        39.8  
Postgraduate                                                 85                                                         27.9  
Doctorate                                                      18                                                           5.9  
Employment Status    
Unemployed                                                    6                                                           1.9  
Self Employed                                                 86                                                         28.2  
Private/Corporate Sector Employee                25                                                           8.2  
Civil Servant                                                 157                                                        51.6  
Retired                                                             30                                                           9.9  
Tenure Status    
Privately Rented                                            121                                                        39.8  
Owner Occupied                                           139                                                        45.7  
Inherited                                                              2                                                           0.7  
Family House                                                  17                                                           5.6  
Employer's Quarters                                       28                                                           9.2  
Free Occupation                                               6                                                            1.9  
No response                                                      1                                                            0.3 
Marital Status    
Single                                                            35                                                          11.5  
Married                                                       251                                                        82.6  
Widowed                                                       13                                                            4.3  
Divorced                                                        2                                                              0.7  
Separated                                                       3                                                                1  
Source of finance for house    
Personal Savings                                             215                                                          70.7  
Mortgage Borrowing                                      5                                                            1.6  
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Financial Institutions                                     6                                                          1.9  
Cooperative Societies                                 38                                                       12.5  
Housing Loan                                             22                                                         7.2  
Local Borrowing                                            5                                                          1.6  
Free Occupation                                         12                                                         3.9  
No Response                                                1                                                          0.3  
Level of Affordability    
Highly Unaffordable                                  21                                                         6.9  
Not Affordable                                          27                                                         8.9  
Affordable                                               236                                                      77.6  
Highly Affordable                                     20                                                         6.6  
 
 
6.2 Levels of Residents' Participation 
in House Design  
This study is about the levels of 
residents' participation in house design, 
and it is pertinent to understand level of 
participation in house design in the 
study area. For the levels of 
participation used in this study 
(Choguill, 1996), levels 1 to 4 indicate 
lower levels of participation, while 
levels 5 to 7 indicate higher levels of 
participation. Table 2 reveals that 6.2% 
of the respondents designed their 
houses by themselves without 
restrictions from any architect, 46.7% 
of them did not have any form of 
contact with the architect, 4.9% were 
only informed about the decisions 
already made about the design, and 
14.8% indicated that the architect had 
too much control over decision-making 
about the design. 7.2% of the 
respondents chose the design from 
alternatives already developed by the 
architect, 13.1% discussed their needs 
with the architect with whom they made 
joint decisions about the design of the 
house, while 6.9% made the major 
decisions while the architect made only 
minor ones about the design.  
 
 
Table 2: Level of Residents' Participation in House Design  
        Levels                                                                                                                           Freq. (%)  
1     I did it by myself without restrictions from any architect                                             19 (6.2)  
2     I did not have any form of contact with the designer about it                                      14(46.7)  
3     I was only informed about decisions made about it                                                      15 (4.9)  
4     The architect had too much control over decision making about it than I did              45(14.8)  
5     I chose it from alternatives that were developed by the architect                                  22 (7.2)  
6     I discussed my needs with the architect and made joint/ equal decisions about it      40 (13.1)  
7     I made the major decisions while the architect made only minor ones                         21 (6.9)   
 
 
6.3 Predictors of Level of 
Participation in House Design  
The research further investigated 
predictors of level of participation in 
house design in the study area. It was 
viewed as necessary to identify the 
factors that predict the level of 
participation in the design of the houses 
in the study area. Categorical regression 
analysis was carried out using optimal 
scaling method with the criteria for 
convergence set at 0.00001. In carrying 
out this analysis, the level of 
participation in house design was the 
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dependent variable and respondents' 
marital status, highest level of 
education, tenure status, sources of 
finance for building or renting the 
house, level of affordability, 
employment status, monthly income, 
gender and age were the independent 
(predictor) variables. Table 3 shows the 
result of the multiple categorical 
regression analysis carried out to 
identify the predictors of respondents' 
level of participation in house designs. 
The result shows that much of the 
variance in the dependent variable is 
explained by the regression model with 
Multiple R = 0.758, and R2 = 0.575. 
This indicates that the regression model 
explains 57.5% of the variance in the 
level of participation in house design in 
the study area, which is moderately 
high. However, other variables beyond 
the scope of this study could explain the 
remaining percentage. The result also 
shows that (F=13.069, df = 28, P = 
0.000), which also indicates that the 
result and regression model are 
statistically significant at p<0.0001 and 
therefore there is significant 
relationship between socioeconomic 
characteristics of respondents and 
residents' participation in house design. 
The F-statistic (13.069) is higher than 
F-critical (1.518) which indicates that 
there is a significant relationship 
between residents' socioeconomic 
characteristics and the level of 
residents' participation in house design. 
Fcritical was calculated with degree of 
freedom (df = 28, 271). This is 
consistent with Churchman (1987), who 
found a relationship between 
socioeconomic characteristics of 
residents and participation in housing 
development. From table 3, it is evident 
that out of the nine variables, seven 
were significant predictors of level of 
participation in house design. The 
variables identified to have significant 
effect on level of participation in house 
designs in order of importance include 
tenure status (Beta = 0.607, F = 
166.103, P = 0.000), and highest level 
of education (Beta = 0.231, F = 27.321, 
P = 0.000). Others are source of finance 
(Beta = 0.179, F = 19.468, P = 0.000), 
age of respondents (Beta = 0.153, F = 
9.562, P = 0.002), marital status (Beta = 
-0.098, F = 5.233, P = 0.000), 
employment status (Beta = 0.080, F = 
3.744, P = 0.006), and level of 
affordability (Beta = 0.074, F = 3.359, 
P = 0.036). The strongest significant 
predictor however, is tenure status of 
the residents, while the weakest 
significant predictor is level of 
affordability. This is partially in 
consonance with Yau (2011), which 
highlighted that gender, age, 
educational level, tenure status and 
household income as factors that 
influence participation.  Tenure status 
contributed the most in predicting the 
level of participation in house design in 
this context. This is expected because 
tenure status of residents goes a long 
way in determining whether residents 
would be involved in the design of the 
houses of their abode. In this context, 
mainly homeowners are involved in the 
design of the houses, while other groups 
of residents do not participate in the 
design of the houses. In the same vein, 
level of education is a significant 
predictor of level of participation in 
house design in this context and this is 
not surprising. The level of education in 
this context is very high and educated 
people tend to know the importance of 
being a part of the process of shaping 
their living environment; and this 
influences their level of involvement in 
the design of the houses of their abode. 
These findings are in consonance with 
the findings of Yau (2011), which 
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reported that better-educated people 
tend to participate more actively in 
housing in their neighbourhood.  
It was not surprising that respondents' 
source of finance is a significant 
determinant of level of participation in 
this research. This is because when 
people have access to money to finance 
a house, they could think about 
participating in the design of such 
houses because they are responsible for 
its construction. In this context, 
majority (70.7%) of the respondents 
financed their houses through personal 
savings, while the remainder financed 
their houses through one form of 
borrowing or another. This shows that 
most were able to save for their 
housing. The FGD revealed that most of 
the respondents saved up the money 
over a long period, and constructed the 
houses in piecemeal until the houses 
were completed. It also revealed that it 
took up to ten (10) years to construct 
some of the houses from the foundation 
to finishings. Age of respondents is also 
a significant predictor in this context, 
and this was not surprising. It is 
significant because, most of the 
respondents (90.6%) are within the age 
ranges of 18 years and 60 years, 
showing that most of them were in their 
productive years. This is because at the 
age of 18, one is considered an adult in 
Nigeria, while the general retirement 
age for workers in Nigeria is 60 years 
(Awulor, 2017). Therefore, the age of 
the respondents have significant 
influence on the level of participation in 
house design in this context. Marital 
status is a significant predictor in this 
research, and this was expected. Marital 
status is significant because most 
(82.6%) of the respondents are married 
and this influences the level of 
participation in house design. People 
that have families tend to desire to have 
a befitting place of abode for their 
families to live in, and this influences 
their decision to participate in deciding 
how such environments would be 
shaped (Bonilla and Trejos, 2015). For 
example, the FGD revealed that 
women's priorities are about deciding 
how their kitchen and store would be 
designed more than other spaces. It also 
revealed that even when men are at the 
forefront of the participation process, 
they allow the women to make the 
decisions about these spaces. This is 
because by culture in Nigeria, women 
prepare the meals for their husbands 
and family members and therefore 
spend more time in the kitchen than 
men do. Employment status is one of 
the significant predictors in this context 
and this was expected. This is so 
because, people receive income when 
they are employed, and therefore, this 
increases the possibility of them being 
involved in the design of their houses. 
This agrees with the findings of Yau 
(2011) and Plummer (2000). It was also 
expected that, level of affordability is a 
significant predictor of participation of 
level of participation in house design. It 
was significant in this context because 
of the high rate (84.2%) of affordability 
in the study area. The FGD revealed 
that most of the houses in the study area 
are privately constructed and owned. 
Since most of the houses are privately 
constructed, the people that can afford 
to construct their own houses would be 
involved in the design process. Those 
that cannot afford to build their own 
houses would therefore, not be involved 
in the design of their houses.  
From table 3, it is clear that out of the 
nine variables used, two were not 
significant predictors of the level of 
participation in house design. The 
variables include gender (Beta = 0.057, 
F = 1.892, P = 0.170), and monthly 
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income (Beta = 0.066, F = 2.038, P = 
0.155). This indicates that attributes 
such as monthly income and gender of 
respondents do not make significant 
contribution to the level of participation 
in house design in this context. This is 
rather surprising because Yau (2011) 
found that gender influences residents' 
participation. Likewise, Chengcai et al 
(2012) and Bremer and Bhuiyan (2014) 
found that income influences residents' 
participation. However, the reason for 
this could be explained. Gender was not 
significant because majority (66.4%) of 
the respondents are males. Therefore, 
more males are household heads in the 
study area due to the culture in this part 
of the world. In Nigeria, males 
(especially husbands or oldest males) 
are usually considered household heads 
(Ayeni, 2012). Apart from that, widows 
and single mothers could be considered 
as household heads as well due to the 
absence of their husbands. In addition, 
income level was not significant 
because a good number of the 
respondents (54.3%) were not owner-
occupiers and did not participate in the 
design, and therefore has no financial 
investment in the design of the houses.
    
 
 
Table 3: Coefficients of socio-economic predictors of Participation in House Design  
 
Socio-economic 
Characteristics of 
Respondents 
Standardized Coefficients  
df 
 
F 
 
Sig Beta Std. 
Error 
**Marital Status -0.098 0.043 4 5.233 0.000 
**Level of Education 0.231 0.044 4 27.321 0.000 
**Tenure Status -0.607 0.047 5 166.103 0.000 
**Source of Finance 0.179 0.040 6 19.468 0.000 
*Affordability 0.074 0.038 2 3.359 0.036 
**Employment Status 0.080 0.041 4 3.744 0.006 
Monthly Income -0.066 0.046 1 2.038 0.155 
Gender 0.057 0.041 1 1.892 0.170 
**Age -0.153 0.050 1 562.831 0.002 
 
Dependent variable: Level of participation in house design; **Significant predictors (P<0.01); 
* Significant predictors (P<0.05) 
R = 0.758; R
2
 = 0.575; F - value = 13.069; p-value = 0.000; df = 28 
 
7. Focus Group Discussion  
FGDs were conducted in the course of 
this study. It revealed that most of the 
houses in the study area were privately 
developed, and that several of the 
homeowners developed their houses in 
piecemeal until completion due to 
meagre resources at their disposal. This 
is for people that can afford to save up 
finance for their own housing or have 
the means to collect loans from other 
sources. The residents revealed that, it 
took them several years to complete 
their houses before moving in due to 
reliance on their meagre resources and 
high cost of building materials in the 
country. In the design of their houses, 
the aspects that women prioritise are 
deciding how their kitchen and store 
would be designed more than other 
spaces. It also revealed that even when 
men are at the forefront of the 
participation process, they allow the 
women to make the decisions about 
these spaces. This is because by culture 
in Nigeria, women prepare the meals 
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for their husbands and family members 
and therefore spend more time in the 
kitchen than men do.  
 
8. Conclusion and Recommendations  
This paper examined the factors that are 
predictors of level of participation in 
house design. It assessed how 
socioeconomic and demographic 
variables influence the levels of 
residents' participation in house design. 
This was done by using these variables 
as factors, which could predict the level 
of participation in house design. The 
study showed that 46.7% of the 
respondents did not have any form of 
contact with the architect that designed 
the house; in other words, they did not 
participate in the house design. This is 
the group with the highest percentage 
among all the different levels of 
participation in this study. In addition, it 
also shows that 27.2% of the respondent 
were involved in the process of design 
of the house. The study also showed 
that socioeconomic and demographic 
variables are indeed significant  
predictors of participation in house 
design, confirming the finding from 
previous studies. This study has been 
able to contribute to existing body of 
knowledge by showing how 
socioeconomic variables influence level 
of participation in house design in this 
context.  
The predictive power of the regression 
model in the level of participation in 
house design was found to be 
moderately high with adjusted R Square 
of 0.575. This means that, not only do 
these variables predict the level of 
participation; this predictive power is 
also appreciably high. This relationship 
is also absolute since p-value = 0.000. 
This means that these variables predict 
the level of residents' participation in 
house design, with the exception of 
gender and monthly income. 
Nevertheless, it is possible for the result 
to be different in another context. 
Therefore, further research is required 
in order to examine this relationship in 
order to discover what the result would 
be in other contexts. Architects and 
policy makers in the design of houses 
will require such research in future for 
individuals and the public. This is 
because the housing policies in Nigeria 
generally do not support residents' 
participation in public housing projects 
(Adedayo, 2012). Hence, it is through 
such knowledge that the process of 
house design could be refined as 
necessary.  
Through studies such as this, the 
development of strategies for residents' 
participation in house design would be 
more easily achieved, since the factors 
that influence it are known. For 
instance, since employment status is a 
significant predictor in this context, 
developers could use it as a criterion to 
determine the level of participation in 
the design of housing projects. This is 
because they would have the financial 
means to meet their obligations in the 
housing process. Tenure status could 
also be used, where owner-occupiers 
could have a higher level of 
participation than other groups because 
they would live there in the longer term 
and because of their status as owners. 
However, this does not imply that other 
groups should not participate in the 
process. This is fundamental in 
realizing the goals of residents' 
participation in house design, and 
contributes immensely to achieving 
higher residential satisfaction. 
Residential satisfaction incorporates 
human aspects of the built environment 
and is therefore important to residents' 
participation. Therefore, policy makers 
in Nigeria should adopt residents' 
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participation in house design because it 
has the potential to enhance residential 
satisfaction.  
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